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VISUAL  RESOURCE  INVENTORY 
SAN  NIQUEL  RESOURCE  AREA 

Dolores  and  Lome  Cone  Planning  Units 
IflTRODUCTim 

This  report  constitutes  a  draft  Visual  Resource  Inventory  of  two  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  Planning  Units  within  the  San  Miguel  Resource  Area  (RA), 
Colorado.  The  inventory  has  been  conducted  for  all  of  the  Dolores  and  Lone 
Cone  Planning  Units,  which  in  total  encompassl, 002, 400' acres  This  study  has 
been  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  BLM  Manual  Section  8411  -  Upland  Visual 
Resource  Inventory  and  Evaluation,  and  includes  an  inventory  of  Visual 
Sensitivity  and  Distance  Zones.  An  inventory  of  scenic  quality  has  been 
completed  for  these  planning  units  by  the  BLM. 

The  entire  inventory  is  comprised  of  the  following  components: 
MAPS : 

1.  Use  Volume 

2.  User  Attitudes 

3.  Final  Visual  Sensitivity 

4.  Distance  Zones 

RATING  FORMS: 

1.   Visual  Sensitivity  Workshop  Summary  and  Analysis  Forms 

A  Visual  Sensitivity  Workshop  was  held  in  Nucla  on  March  9  to  establish  User 
Sensitivity  to  Visual  Change  within  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units  for  each 
Planning  Unit. 
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STUDY  TEAM     ;  /-OAJe  Co/Je    /^(J. 

The  study  was  conducted  by  an  Interdisciplinary  team  composed  of  the  following 

individuals: 

PROJECT  DIRECTOR 

Tim  Tetherow  -  Landscape  Architect 

PROJECT  MANAGER  -  VISUAL  SENSITIVITY/DISTANCE  ZONES 
Craig  Taggart  -  Landscape  Architect 

VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  STUDY  TEAfI 

Craig  Taggart  -  Landscape  Architect 

Distance  Zones  Study  Team 

Lois  Brink  -  Landscape  Architect 

All  participants  are  employees  of  Wirth  Associates,  Inc. 

flETHODOLOGY 

OyERVIDN' 

The  basic  sequential  steps  involved  in  the  inventory  of  Visual  Sensitivity  and 

Distance  Zones  are  outlined  as  follows: 

Visual  Sensitiviit 

1.  Determine  important  viewer  locations  (Key  Observer  Points  -  KOPs) 

2.  Determine  the  land  that  can  be  seen  from  the  KOP  (seen  area  analysis) 

3.  Map  use  volume  levels  for  KOPs  within  the  seen  area 

4.  Determine  user  attitudes  toward  man-made  landscape  modifications 

5.  Determine  final  sensitivity  levels  based  on  a  combination  of  use  volume 
and  user  attitudes 
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DiSTAfCE  Zones 

1.  Determine  KOPs  (as  above) 

2.  Determine  seen  area  from  KOPs 

3.  flap  distance  zones  within  the  seen  area 

A  two-phase  approach  to  the  inventory  of  visual  resources  was  developed  and 
used  in  this  study.  The  first  phase  involved  preliminary  mapping  in  the 
office.  The  second  phase  was  done  in  the  field  and  involved  confirmation  of 
preliminary  mapping,  actual  field  inventory  and  follow-up  management  review 
of  field  results. 

Phase  One  involved  the  following  basic  steps: 

A.  Determination  of  KOPs  in  the  office  from  BLM  and  other  agency  data. 

B.  Preliminary  determination  of  the  seen  area  from  KOPs. 

C.  Mapping  use  volume  levels  of  KOPs. 

D.  Preliminary  mapping  of  Distance  Zones  from  KOPs. 

Phase  Two  involved  the  following  basic  steps: 

A.  Overflight  and  ground  reconnaissance  by  the  Project  Director  and  Project 
Manager  to  review  field  inventory  results. 

B.  Workshop  session(s)  with  selected  public  and  agency  representatives  to 
determine  user  attitudes  toward  visual  change  in  the  landscape. 

C.  Determination  of  final  sensitivity  levels  based  on  user  volume  and  user 
attitudes. 

This  two  phase  approach  was  devised  and  utilized  for  efficiency  in  completing 
the  inventory  portion  within  the  short  time  alloted  for  each  planning  unit. 
(Specifically,  field  team  members  had  a  preliminary  indication  of  rating  units 
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and  zones  to  react  to,  rather  than  having  to  start  from  a  blank  base  map  in 
the  field.  It  also  built  in  a  series  of  checks  and  reviews  by  both  manage- 
ment and  field  team  personnel  since  all  areas  were  reviewed  on  three  occasions: 
preliminary  office  evaluation,  field  inventory,  and  field  review. 

Field  Verification  -  A  management  team  (usually  the  Project  Director  and 
Project  Manager)  conducted  low  altitude  flights  and  ground  reconnaissance 
over  all  of  the  Resource  Areas  to  become  personally  familiar  with  the  Resource 
Area  prior  to  conducting  a  visual  sensitivity  workshop,  and  to  review  rating 
units  as  established  by  Wirth  Associates.  These  units  were  a  refinement  of 
the  scenic  quality  inventory  conducted  by  the  BLM. 
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We  appreciate  very  much  your  interest  and  Pf  |^i52P^^^°\h"  in' 
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Save  Energy  CKd  )^ou  Serve  America. 


FIGURE     1 
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Throughout  our  Nucla  ri;eeting  I  bsca-.a  v.-ell   aware  of  a  feeling  of  great 
frustration  with  govemFr^nt  regulations  on  the  part  of  most  participants 
I  want  to  say  again  that  the  objective  of  visual   resource  managerr^ent  is 
not  to  stop  development  but  rather  to  rrianage  development,  within  reason, 
to  obtain  the  least  adverse  visual   impacts. 

Please  take  this  opportunity  to  review  the  results  of  the  workshop  and 
feel   free  to  send  us  any  cc.T;a:ent5  which  you  may  have.     I  can  assure  you 
that  your  viev.'s  will  be  a  real  consideration  (along  with  all  other 
resource  and  econoiriic  considerations)   in  any  iT,anageirent  decisions  which 
would  affect  this  area.     Again,   I  appreciate  your  attendance  and  parti- 
cipation and  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the  future. 

Sincerely  yours , 


Donley  M.  Lotvedt 
Area  Manager 


Attachment 


I, 


-c- 


9k 


\ 

nSUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORl^bHL 

RESOUnCE  AREA            __ 

JP   UAIA  oricic:  1                     PAniiciPANT _ 

iici'iicaci^  Mi^^j — — 

PLANNING  UNIT 

— 1 

RAIUIG  AULA 

nESUlED  V1SU^L 
(ir.MT.  ClAIS 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA  SHEET 
EXPLANATION,  AND  CONTINUATION: 

GENERAL  INSTRUCTIONS: 

In  filling  out  the  workshop  form,  please  respond  from  the  point  of  view  of 
the  public  sector  or  agency  you  represent  rather  than  from  your  personal 
point  of  view.  This  will  enable  us  to  better  analyze  the  broad  spectrum  of 
public  attitudes. 

Relationship  to  the  Area: 

From  the  list  supplied,  indicate  the  type  of  use  each  area  is  bestsuited 
to  from  your  group  or  agency's  point  of  view.  Where  code  letters  include 
more  than  one  specific  type  of  use,  specify  which  type  is  most  appropriate 
(e.g.  "RE  -  coal  mining"). 

Value  Placed  on  Scenic  Quality: 

From  your  group  or  agency's  point  of  view,  indicate  the  degree  of  value 
placed  on  scenic  quality  in  each  area  in  terms  of  H,  M  or  L  value. 

Desired  Visual  Management  Class: 

This  is  to  be  a  further  indication  of  the  value  of  scenic  quality  to  the 
group  or  agency  in  terms  of  the  level  of  management  you  feel  should  be 
exercised  for  scenic  values  within  the  area.  "Preservation"  would  restrict^^ 
all  activities  which  would  noticeably  alter  the  landscape.  "Rehabilitation" 
is  an  indication  that  from  your  group  or  agency's  point  of  view,  the  area 
is  already  visually  degraded  and  needs  some  level  of  corrective  measures. 

User  Reaction  to  Visual  Change: 

The  categories  of  visual  change  listed  below  are  intended  to  represent  generic 
types  of  management  actions  which  would  lead  to  similar  kinds  of  visual  change. 
They  are  not  intended  to  represent  specific  management  proposals. 

Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types: 

Landform-1  Landform-2 

a.  Resource  Extraction  (mining)      Dams/water  impoundments 

b.  Landfill  "         ^ 
Gravel  Operations 

Landform/Vegetation-1  Landform/Vegetation-2 

Roads  ORV  Use 

Pipelines  ' 

Railroads 
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Veaetat ion/ structures 

Power  lines 

Tramways 

Refl ectors/repeators 

Substations 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Land  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Structures 


Residential 


SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency 
or  group  has  about  visual  resource  management  in  this  BLIi  Resource  Area. 
Specific  projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.  Indicate  on  the  base 
maps  provided,  the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use 
a  code  letter/word  or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your 
narrative. 
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Date 
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Final   Rating: 
Rationale: 


VISUAL  SEN5ITIV. 
SUmARY  AND 


C 


i  WORKSHOP 
ANALYSIS 


DATA 


r>«''«Jtra>'«swesm'iB«nD^if5»^^ 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY*. 
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Rating  Units 

• 

Desired 
Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit: 

_UES 
HIGH 

P 

Scenic  Quality 

HP 

Rating  Unit(s): 

< 
>  • 

UJ  UJ 

ex  ZZ 

MP 

* 

LAN  OS  c; 

1             LOW 

LP 

R 

LF-1** 
I   (HIGH)*** 


II.T.I  nwi)iwipfi'r 


LF-2.. 
(LOW)    • 


i|T<W<— ■i^HfUPI'I^FIIi 


LF/V' 
•    (MED.) 
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mM 
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w% 


9i 
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V 
(MED.) 


V/ST-1 


V/ST-2 
(M.ED,) 
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iii 


imkmmihiimmefiimimy 
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ST 
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*      r     I   =       High  Ratings;  |iif|    =      Moderate  Ratings;  liH     »       Low  Ratings 

**     See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual   change  within  each  category. 
:i***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 
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Visual  Sensitivitt 
criteria 

The  criteria  and  procedure  used  for  determining  visual  sensitivity  are 
those  set  forth  in  BLM's  8411  manual.  Basically,  this  involes  a  two-part 
inventory  and  evaluation  process  consisting  of:  1)  determination  of  user 
volume  and,  2)  user  attitudes  toward  change  in  the  landscape.  The  results 
of  these  two  independent  analyses  are  combined  according  to  established 
procedures  and  result  in  a  determination  of  final  visual  sensitivity  levels. 

USE  VOLUME 

The  collection  of  use  volume  data  is  to  determine  the  number  of  people 
viewing  the  landscape  at  various  locations.  The  greater  the  number  of 
viewers  in  any  given  area,  the  greater  the  "exposure"  it  receives  and  the 
greater  its  sensitivity  is  said  to  be.  Actual  use  volume  is  categorized 
into  one  of  three  levels  (H,  M,  or  L)  according  to  the  following  criteria 
(ELM  Manual  8411  31Ala): 


CrJTEJ.LA 

HIGH 

HEDIir.l 

L0-' 

(1) 

Use  volume 

Se^ents  of  travel 

Segrients  of  travel 

Travel  route  seR- 

(total)  use, 
no  distinction 

routes,  use  sites 

routes,  use  sites 

i::encs  with  less 
than  20,000  visits/ 
yr.  or  less  than'20 

or  population  cen- 

or population  cen- 

between types) 

ters  vhich  receive 

ters  which  receive 

cars  and  trains 

200,000  or  roore 

20,000  to  200.000 

vebicles/day  (ADT 
year  round). 

vislts/yr.  or  more 

visits/year  or  20 

than  200  vehicles/ 

to  200  vehicles 

day  (ADT  year  round). 

per  day  (ADT  year 

or  cc-parable  degree 

round),  or  -  cos- 

- 

of  use  on  a  seasonal 

parable  decree  of 

basis. 

use  on  a  seasonal 

- 

I  basis. 

! 

(2) 

Use  voli^^ie  — 

20.000  or  oore 

2000  -  20,000 

less  thin  2C00 

- 

triils,  riveri. 

vlsits/yr . 

vis Its/yr . 

1 

visits/yr . 

vster  'bodies. 

- 
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Travel  routes  or  use  areas  of  High  or  Moderate  volume  are  considered  to  be 
Key  Observation  Points  (KOPs).  From  these  KOPs,  the  landscape  can  be  seen 
(referred  to  as  the  "seen  area")  is  mapped  out  to  a  maximum  distance  of  15 
miles.  The  level  of  volume  of  that  KOP  (either  High  or  Moderate)  is  then 
designated  for  the  entire  seen  area  around  that  KOP.  Where  an  area  can  be 
seen  from  both  a  high  volume  KOP  and  a  moderate  volume  KOP,  the  high  desig- 
nation is  given. 

Use  data  for  this  study  was  obtained  through  the  BLM  Area  Offices,  from  the 
State  Highway  Department,  county  road  departments.  State  Division  of  Parks 
and  Outdoor  Recreation,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment. Though  somewhat  variable  in  age,  the  data  used,  in  all  cases,  was  the 
most  current  available.  Where  notable  data  gaps  occurred,  the  best  estimate 
of  the  agency  representative  was  used  considering  current  use  patterns  and 
known  use  levels  of  adjacent  roads/areas. 

Seen  areas  were  manually  derived  in  the  office  through  the  use  of  topographic 
and  raised  relief  maps.  The  results  were  reviewed  and  refined  during  the 
course  of  the  study  by  the  Project  Manager  and  other  members  of  the  study 
team, 

USER  ATTITUDES 

Data  on  user  attitudes  toward  change  is  collected  in  order  to'determine  the 

extent  of  public  concern  for  various  lands  within  the  planning  unit  and 

specifically,  their  attitudes  toward  visual  modification  of  the  landscape. 

It  is  the  only  point  in  the  inventory  process  where  public  input  is  considered. 
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The  procedure  used  in  this  analysis  was  a  somewhat  modified  version  of  the 
"Extensive"  (low  level)  procedure  set  forth  in  BLM  Manual  8411.  Basically, 
it  involves  a  workshop  format  with  selected  representatives  of  various 
agencies,  private  interests  and  public  interest  groups.  They  are  asked  to 
respond  to  a  variety  of  possible  landscape  modifications  within  specific 
landscape  units  which  are  based  on  the  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units  (SQRU). 
These  responses  are  then  evaluated  by  qualitative  means  to  determine  a  high, 
moderate  or  low  level  of  sensitivity  for  each  rating  area. 

With  this  general  direction  from  the  BLM  8411  manual  it  was  first  necessary 
to  determine  the  specific  data  needs  and  a  format  for  obtaining  this  infor- 
mation. In  order  to  determine  user  response  to  change  it  was  decided  to 
obtain  a  comprehensive  list  of  the  generic  types  of  change  possible  on  BLM 
lands.  These  were  then  grouped  into  seven  major  over  categories  based  on 
similarities  in  their  visual  effect  on  the  landscape,  e.g.  landform,  vege- 
tation and/or  structure  modification.  Only  those  specific  generic  types 
within  each  category  that  are  appropriate  to  a  given  Resource  Area  are  pre- 
sented to  workshop  participants.  In  some  cases  an  entire  over-category  was 
deleted  if  inappropriate  or  unlikely  in  that  Respurce  Area. 

As  a  context  within  which  to  judge  these  responses  it  was  decided  that  parti- 
cipants should,  at  the  outset,  indicate  the  relative  sensitivity  or  value  they 
placed  on  the  visual  resource  of  each  rating  area.  For  this  purpose,  parti- 
cipants were  asked  to  indicate  the  level  of  protection  that  should  be  given 
to  the  visual  resource.  One  of  five  levels  were  presented  as  options: 
Preservation,  High  Protection,  Moderate  Protection,  Low  Protection  or 
Rehabilitation.  These  were  intended  to  generally  correspond  with  the  five 


VRM  Management  Classes.  A  workshop  rating  form  was  then  developed  around 
^  these  data  needs  on  a  rating  unit  basis  (see  Figure  2).  In  addition,  an 
accompanying  instruction  sheet  was  developed  that  also  included  a  space 
for  participants  to  indicate  any  specific  issues,  projects  or  areas  of 
concern  visually  (see  Figure  3).  These  responses  were  primarily  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Area  Manager  and  not  factored  into  final  ratings. 

To  determine  a  list  of  workshop  participants  Wirth  Associates  first  met  with 
BLM  representatives  to  develop  a  generic  list  of  types  of  interest  or  agency 
input  desired.  The  following  general  types  of  input  were  decided  upon: 
federal,  state  and  local  (county  and  city)  agency  representation  (including 
administrative,  design  and  planning  representatives);  conservation  organiza- 
tions; cattlemen,  mining  and  utility  representation;  off-road  vehicle,  guide 
and  ski  type  recreation  representation;  and  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  "average     ^ 
citizen"  representation.  From  this  generic  list,  the  BLM  District  and/or 
Area  Office  selected  specific  representatives  for  each  category.  Both  a 
preliminary  letter  of  notification  and  a  follow-up  letter  were  composed  by       ^ 
Wirth  Associates  and  sent  from  the  Area  Office  to  each  selected  representative 
(example  following  page  8).  This  was  followed  by  a  personal  phone  reminder 
by  an  Area  Office  BLM  representative  prior  to  the  meeting. 

The  Project  Director  and  Project  Manager  made  a  flight  over  the  study  area 
two  days  prior  to  the  workshop  to  review  scenic  quality  rating  unit  boundaries 
and  ratings,  to  beco-e  personally  familiar  with  the  study  area  orior  to  the 
workshop,  and  to  determine  whether  or  not  certain  rating  units  should  be  further   _ 
sub-divided  or  combined  for  purposes  of  the  workshop.  Final  visual  sensitivity 
workshop  rating  unit  maps  and  forms  were  then  prepared  on  this  basis. 


The  workshop  format  foil  owed  the  following  basic  outline: 

A.  Introduction  (BLM  Area  Manager) 

-  Relationship  of  this  study  to  the  overall  Area  planning  effort 

B.  Study  overview  and  background  (Wirth  Associates) 

C.  VRM  program  overview  (Wirth  Associates) 

D.  Slide  overview  of  rating  areas  within  the  Resource  Area 
(Wirth  Associates) 

E.  Slide  examples  of  various  possible  generic  landscape  modifi- 
cations (Wirth  Associates) 

F.  Participant  ratings  on  a  rating  unit  by  rating  unit  basis 
(facilitated  by  Wirth  Associates) 

G.  Participant  narratives  on  specific  issues  or  projects  of  concern 
(facilitated  by  Wirth  Associates). 

Following  the  workshop,  an  initial  analysis  of  the  results  was  made  by  Wirth 
Associates  which  led  to  a  preliminary  overall  user  attitude  rating  of  Low, 
Moderate,  or  High  for  each  rating  unit.   Initially,  each  form  was  reviewed 
to  determine  whether  or  not  the  results  would  be  utilized.  Forms  were  con- 
sidered invalid  if  it  were  apparent  that  the  participant  was  confused  about 
the  information  requested  or  made  no  distinction  between  rating  areas  or 
types  of  change  (e.g.  rated  all  possible  actions  for  all  rating  areas  the 
same). 

Where  ratings  were  ambiguous  but  a  reasonable  assumption  could  be  made  as  to 
the  intended  response  changes  were  made  and  documented  on  the  rating  form. 
Partially  completed  forms  v/ere  utilized  if  responses  appeared  consistent  and 
an  understanding  of  the  desired  information  was  apparent  by  the  responses  given. 
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Valid  forms  were  qualitatively  evaluated  and  tallied  by  the  same  review  team 
according  to  a  rating  form  specially  designed  for  this  purpose  (see  Figure  4). 
According  to  this  form,  responses  to  Desired  Management  Class  are  totaled  and 
compared  to  totals  for  responses  to  various  categories  of  landscape  change. 
Where  there  was  a  difference  for  a  rating  area  between  the  overall  level  of 
protection  designated  through  the  Desired  Management  Class  and  the  overall  level 
of  sensitivity  toward  change,  a  preliminary  H/M  or  M/L  designation  was  given 

Once  the  preliminary  analysis  was  complete,  a  follow-up  meeting  was  held  with 
the  Area  Manager  and  appropriate  members  of  his  staff  to  review  the  results. 
An  explanation  of  the  preliminary  analysis  procedure  was  presented  and  reviewed. 
Following  this,  each  surmary  and  analysis  form  was  reviewed  with  the  Area  Office 
personnel.  Borderline  H/M  and  M/L  ratings  were  resolved  at  this  time  based  on 
intensity  of  responses,  consistency  of  thought,  overall  trends,  specific 
participant  responses,  amount  of  BLM  land  in  the  rating  area,  user  types  and 
trends  in  the  area  and  specific  issues  surrounding  the  area.  In  addition,  if 
the  Area  Manager  and  staff  felt  that,  based  on  the  above  considerations,  par- 
ticipant responses  clearly  did  not  reflect  the  true  level  of  sensitivity  for 
a  given  area,  they  raised  or  lowered  the  rating.  In  all  cases,  a  written 
rationale  was  prepared  in  the  space  provided  on  each  summary  and  analysis  form 
(Figure  4)  which  documented  the  basis  for  the  final  rating. 

The  tally  sheets  were  designed  for  each  visualization  of  trends.  The  following 
assumptions  were  made  in  its  design: 

Management  Class  ratings  can  be  grouped  into  levels  of 
High,  Medium  or  Low  value  (an  exception  is  the  Rehabili- 
tation category  which  is  sometimes  given  because  of  a 
high  concern  -  when  this  occurs,  ratings  to  various 
landscape  modifications  would  expectedly  be  higher  than 
where  little  concern  exists). 
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Landscape  modification  categories  have  different  inten- 
sities and  are  identified  as  High,  Medium  and  Low. 

Gray  levels  represent  the  general  intensity  of  ratings 
expected  based  on  the  following  premise:  it  is  expected 
that  if  an  impact  of  moderate  intensity  is  proposed  for 
an  area  about  which  the  participant  feels  a  moderate  value, 
his/her  expected  response  would  be  of  a  moderate  adverse 
nature.  Also,  it  is  expected  that  the  same  impact  would 
be  rated  as  high  by  those  who  felt  the  landscape  to  be  of 
high  value  and  rated  low  by  those  who  rated  the  landscape 
low.  If  true,  it  would  follow  that  a  low  intensity  impact 
would  expectedly  result  in  a  high  adverse  rating  on  both 
high  and  moderate  value  lands. 


FINAL  SENSITIVITY 

The  Final  Sensitivity  Rating  is  the  result  of  the  combination  of  use  volume 
sensitivity  and  user  attitudes  sensitivity  according  to  the  following  matrix 
taken  from  the  BLM  Manual  (8411. 31A4): 


H    H 

H    M 

« 

M 

H 

HIGH 

H 

L 

SENSITIVITY 

L 

H 
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M 

M 
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M 

L 
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L     M 
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■11- 


The  process  used  is  a  mechanical  one  in  which  the  two  preliminary  sensitivity 
maps  are  overlain  and  the  final  sensitivity  rating  for  any  given  area  is  deter- 
mined simply  by  the  particular  conditions  of  the  two  preliminary  ratings. 
When  very  small  islands  of  land  resulted  (less  than  1/2  mile  wide)  that  had 
a  rating  different  from  the  adjacent  land,  a  decision  was  made  to  give  it  the 
designation  of  the  adjacent  land  with  which  it  had  the  most  similarity  from 
a  management  standpoint.- 

Distance  Zones 

Distance  Zone  classifications  are  used  to  indicate  the  relative  detail  that 
is  perceived  in  natural  and  man-made  features  on  the  landscape.  The  closer 
an  object  is  to  the  viewer  the  greater  the  detail  in  which  it  is  perceived 
and  the  greater  is  its  perceived  scale  in  relation  to  the  surrounding  land- 
scape. Therefore,  a  landscape  modification  near  the  viewer  would  have  a 
greater  negative  visual  effect  than  the  same  modification  seen  further  away. 

Distance  Zone  categories  as  defined  in  the  BLM  VRM  system  include  the 
Following:  Foreground/Mi ddleground  -  from  viewer  location  to  3-5  miles; 
Background  -  from  3-5  miles  to  approximately  15  miles;  and  Seldom  Seen  - 
beyond  the  approximate  15  mile  limit.  The  Seldom  Seen  designation  is  also 
applied  to  areas  that  because  of  topographic  screening  are  unseen  from  any 
designated  viewer  location. 

The  criteria  and  procedure  used  for  delineating  distance  zones  are  those  set 
forth  in  BLM's  8411  manual.  This  procedure  first  involves  the  determination 
of  Key  Observer  Points  (KOPs).  These  points  are  the  same  as  those  used  for 
the  visual  sensitivity  -  use  volume  study  (see  use  volume  methodology 

narrative  preceeding), 
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From  these  points  (or  travel  routes)  a  "seen  area  analysis"  (see  Visual 
Sensitivity  -  Use  Volume  narrative)  is  conducted.  All  lands  that  can  be 
seen  from  that  point  or  travel  corridor  out  to  a  distance  of  3-5  miles 
are  labeled  as  Foreground/Middleground.  All  lands  that  can  be  seen  from 
that  point  or  corridor  between  3-5  miles  and  15  miels  are  labeled  as 
Background.  All  lands  that  are  beyond  15  miles  from  any  KOP  or  are  unseen 
from  any  KOP  are  labeled  as  Seldom  Seen.  Where  overlaps  of  these  zones 
occur  (from  2  or  more  KOPs)  the  closer  zone  is  designated. 

For  this  study  use  volume  information  was  taken  from  various  sources,  as 
indicated  in  the  visual  sensitivity  -  use  volume  narrative.  A  manual  seen 
area  analysis  was  conducted  from  the  moderate  and  high  volume  points/ 
corridors  in  the  office  from  topographic  and  raised  relief  maps.  Appropriate 
distance  zone  designations  were  then  made.  This  preliminary  distance  zone 
map  was  then  taken  to  the  field  by  the  scenic  quality  inventory  team  for 
verification.  Revisions  were  made  accordingly. 


■13- 


Visual  Sensitivip^  -  Use  Volume 


TABLE  1 


USE  VOLUME  DATA  SUMMARY 
(San  Miguel  Resource  Area) 


KEY  OBSERVATION  POINI 


LOCATION 


VOLUME 


State 
State 
State 
State 
State 


Rte. 
Rte. 
Rte. 
Rte. 
Rte. 


62 

90 

97 

141 

145 


Norwood-Dolores  Road 
Disappointment  Valley  Rd. 
Basin  Road 

Sanborn  Park  Rd. 
Mountain  View  Road 
Dolores  River 


#145  at  Norwood  South 
#141  to  Norwood-Dolores  Rd. 
#141  at  Basin  to  Norwood- 
Dolores  Rd. 
#145  north  to  Sanborn  Park 
Nucla  North 


High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Moderate 

Moderate 

floderate 
Moderate 
Moderate 
High 
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Visual  Sensitivitt  -  User  Attitudes 

A  visual  sensitivity  workshop  was  held  in  Nucla  in  the  REA  building  at  9:30  a.m. 
on  March  9  for  the  San  Miguel  Resource  Area. 

The  workshop  was  well  attended  with  some  51  participants  present  (primarily 
independent  miners).  The  group  was  highly  vocal  and  highly  critical  of  the 
Government's  attempts  to  obtain  information  on  visual  resources  and  suspicious 
of  its  real  purpose  and  the  use  that  would  be  made  of  it.  Most  of  the  dis- 
cussion centered  around  big  government  and  its  interference  in  their  livelihood. 
Specifically,  federal  mine  safety  regulations  had  recently  been  passed  requiring 
equipment  that  these  miners  said  was  prohibitively  expensive  for  independent 
operators.  ' 

Although,  clearly  out  of  the  realm  of  visual  resource  management,  the  miners 
had  come  to  speak  their  peace  and  despite  the  best  efforts  of  four  BLfl  personnel 
and  two  Wirth  Associates  personnel  to  keep  the  discussion  relevant  to  the  topic, 
big  government  was  the  focus  of  their  concerns.  As  a  result,  the  workshop 
presentation  which  typically  takes  45  minutes,  took  3-1/2  hours. 

At  the  end  of  this  time  one  common  theme  emerged  regarding  visual  resources  and 
was  reiterated  many  times  by  many  individuals,  which  was  that  the  participants 
had  an  appreciation  and  concern  for  the  quality  of  the  landscape  but  were  afraid 
that  by  indicating  a  Moderate  or  High  negative  reaction  to  any  type  of  visual 
change,  that  BLM  would  use  that  as  a  lever  to  further  restrict  their  livelihood 
by  adding  more  restrictions  or  regulations. 

At  the  end  of  the  presentation  most  participants  elected  to  take  their  forms 
home  and  send  them  in  later  although  about  10  forms  were  turned  in  at  that  time. 
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In  an,  27  forms  were  turned  in  over  a  period  of  approximately  6  weeks.  Of 
these,  4  had  given  the  same  rating  for  all  activities  in  all  rating  units. 
This  was  judged  by  the  Area  Manager  and  Wirth  Associates  to  be  unresponsive 
and  of  little  value  in  helping  him  to  understand  land  use  concerns  in  any 
geographical  context.  Twenty-three  forms  were  then  used  in  the  analysis. 

Table  2  indicates  those  individuals  invited,  attending  and/or  participating 
in  the  workshop.  Of  those  individuals  submitting  forms  that  were  used  in  the 
analysis  12  represented  mining  interests,  2  were  from  local  utilities,  4  from 
agriculture,  1  conservation  representative,  and  4  from  agencies. 

A  summary  of  the  workshop  ratings  are  indicated  in  Table  3  .  The  trend  in 
the  results  strongly  echo  the  view  expressed  in  the  meeting— that  there  is  an 
appreciation  and  inherent  concern  for  the  visual  quality  of  the  landscape  (as 
evidenced  in  ratings  for  Desired  Management  Class),  however  there  was  a 
skeptcism  that  by  indicating  a  High  or  Moderate  adverse  reaction  that  BLM 
would  further  restrict  those  activities  (as  evidenced  in  the  Low  ratings  for 
user  reaction  to  landscape  modification). 

After  reviewing  the  results  with  the  Area  Manager  it  was  decided  to  test  this 
theory  and  seek  additional  supportive  data.  A  letter  .(Figure  l)  was  prepared 
indicating  a  summary  of  the  results,  our  interpretation  of  the  results  and  the 
desire  to  obtain  any  additional  input  that  participants  may  have._  However, 
after  some  6  weeks  no  additional  input  had  been  received. 

Another  meeting  was  held  with  Mr.  Don  Lotvedt,  Area  Manager,  Mr.  John  Sturzer, 
District  Landscape  Architect,  and  Mr.  Ron  Doering,  Realty  Specialist  and  VRM 


program  lead  in  the  San  Juan  RA  which  shares  administrative  responsibility 
for  portions  of  the  San  Miguel  RA. 

At  this  time  the  decision  was  made  to  resolve  conflicts  in  the  results  on 
the  assumption  that  the  participant  responses  to  Desired  Management  Class 
most  represented  their  values  for  visual  resources. 

During  this  meeting  it  was  decided  also  to  subdivide  two  of  the  original 
26  rating  units  into  3  units  each.  One  was  unit  #16,  the  Dolores  River  which 
was  divided  into  units  #16,  16a  and  16b.  These  changes  were  made  based  on 
pending  legal  protective  designations  which  reflect  local  changes  in  the 
river's  character  and  use. 

Also  divided  was  unit  #26,  Ridges  and  Rims.  This  became  unit  #26  ridges, 
unit  #26a,  the  more  dramatic  and  natural  valley  rims  and  unit  #26b,  the  less 
dramatic  and  more  visually  impacted  valley  rims. 

Of  the  resulting  total  of  30  rating  units,  5  rated  High,  16  rated  Moderate 
and  9  rated  Low  after  tabulation  and  analysis.  The  actual  percent  of  land 
area  in  each  category  roughly  approximates  this  ratio  with  the  low  category 
being  somewhat  larger  and  the  Moderate  category  being  somewhat  less. 

High  ratings  were  given  to  units  #14,  the  Upper  San  Miguel  River;  #16,  Dolores 
River,  #15a  Dolores  River;  #23  McKenna  Peak;  and  #26a  Rims  (natural  and  more 
dramatic)o  Three  are  river  valleys,  one  is  an  area  of  highly  scenic  badland 
peaks,  and  the  other  is  an  area  of  high  prominant  valley  rims  bordering 
Paradox  Valley. • 
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TABLE  3 

SUMMARY  RESULTS  OF  THE  SAN  MIGUEL  RESOURCE  AREA 
VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOPS 


Desired 

Unit 

t^inal 

Mgmt , 

No. 

Unit  Name 

Ratings 

Class 

LF-1 

LF-2 

LF/V-1 

LF/V-2 

V 

V/ST 

ST 

1 

Wooded  Mtn.  Slopes 

M 

M 

L 

L 

M 

H 

M/L 

M/L 

L 

2 

Mesas-Upland  Veg. 

M 

M 

L 

L 

M/L 

M/H 

L 

L 

L 

3 

Flats/Reservoirs 

M 

[■1 

L 

L 

M/L 

M 

L 

M/L  !1/L 

4 

Upper  Disappoint.  Cr. 

M 

M 

L 

L 

L 

M 

M/L 

L 

L 

5 

N,  &  S.  Mountains 

M 

M 

L 

L 

M 

H 

M 

M/L 

M 

6 

Plateau  Creek 

M 

M 

L 

L 

L 

M 

M/L 

L 

L 

7 

Mesa-Pi  nyon-Juni  per 

M 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

8 

-  Mtn.  Slopes- 
Pinyon/Juniper 

M 

M 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

9 

Broad  Canyon 

M 

M 

L 

L 

L 

L 

M/L 

L 

L 

10 

Narurita  Ridge 

M 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

M/L 

L 

L 

11 

Mailbox  Park 

M 

M 

L 

L 

L 

L 

M/L 

L 

L 

12 

Norwood/Egnar 

L 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

13 

First  Park 

L 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

I, 

14 

Upper  San  Miguel  R. 

H 

M 

M/L 

L 

M 

H 

M 

M 

M 

15 

Lower  San  Miguel  R. 

M 

M 

L 

L 

M 

M 

L 

M 

L 

16 

Dolores  River 

H 

M 

L 

L 

M/L 

M 

L 

M/L 

L 

15a 

Dolores  River 

M 

M 

L 

L 

M/L 

M 

L 

M/L 

! 

16b 

Dolores  River 

H 

M 

L 

L 

M/L 

M 

L 

M/L 

L 

17 

Dry  Creek 

M 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

18 

Dry  Creek  Basin 

L 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

19 

Gypsum  Valleys 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

20 

Middle  Disappoint. 
Valley 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

21 

Lower  Disappointo 
Valley 

L 

L 

L 

L 

1 

1- 

M 

L 

L 

L 

22 

Paradox  Valley 

L 

M/L 

L 

-  L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

23 

McKenna  Peak 

H 

M 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

24 

Mesa  -  arid 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

25 

Long  Park 

M 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

26 

Ridges  &  Rims 

L 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

i 

L 

26a 

Ridges  &  Rims 

H 

M/L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

26b 

Ridges  &  Rims 

M 

M/L 

L 

L 

i 

M 

L 

L 

L 
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TABLE  2 

INDIVIDUALS  CONTACTED  AND/OR  ATTENDING  THE 
DOLORES/LONE  CONE  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP 


NAME 

E.  T.  Anderson 
Ron  Arant  & 

Lyle  Bennett 
Olive  Bailey 
Tom  Barnes 
J.  L.  Benham 
Bud  Benson 
Wilbur  F.  Binder 
Jim  Black 
David  E.  Blake 
William  E.  Bray 
Scott  Brown 
C.  W.  Bunker 
Jim  Chambers 
David  Conover 
Dick  Cook 
E.  M.  Cooper 
Bob  Corey 
Roger  Culver 
Russell  Cutter 
L.  A.  Daniels 
John  S.  Dekoevend 
Donald  Englishman. 
John  A,  Galley,  Jr. 
George  Grandbouche 
Chris  Gray 
George  Greenbank 
David  Groenweld 
Robin  Groff 
Dick  Guadagno 
Phil  Heme 
Wenn  Hickenbothum 
J.  M.  Hills 
Lyman  L.  Hubbard  Jr. 
Marshall  Hughes 
Stuart  Huntington 
Karen  Jackson 
E.  J.  Jacobs 
David  L.  Kelly 
J.  D.  Kirk 
KOTO  Radio 

Barbara  Lane-Dowling 
Dick  LemfTion 
Jerry  Long 
Mick  McCarthy 
Judy  McGowan 


REPRESENTING 

INVITED 

ATTENDED 

PARTICIPATED 

Artio  Exploration  Serv. 

X 

Colorado  Div.  Wildlife 

X 

X 

X 

Energy  Fuels  Nuclear 

X 

Nucla-Naturita  Tele.  Co. 

X 

X 

Consulting  Geologist 

X 

X 

X 

Mayor,  Natarita 

X 

X 

Atlas  Minerals 

X 

Blake  Mining  Co. 

X 

X 

Rancher 

X 

X 

X 

Placer  Valley  Comiii.  Assn. 

X 

Mining 

X 

X 

Cotter  Corp. 

X 

X 

X 

Bendix  Field  Engr. 

X 

U.S.  Forest  Service 

X 

X 

Mining/Ranching 

X 

X 

Montrose  County  Comm„ 

X 

San  Miguel  Basin  Forum 

X 

Pioneer  Uravan  Inc. 

X 

GEUMCO 

X 

Mayor,  Nucla 

X 

X 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

X 

Rancher 

X 

X 

Dept.  of  Energy 

X 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

X 

X 

y. 

Colo.  Wilderness  Network 

X 

X 

X 

Geos.  Inc. 

X 

X 

Kelmine  Corp. 

X 
.   X 

X 

/. 

Audubon  Society 

X 

Hubbard  Mining 

X 
X 

Hughes  Brothers 

X 

X 

State  Office  of  Rural  Dev. 

X 

Cotter  Corp. 

X 

X 

Ranching 

X 

X 

X 

San  Miguel  Power 

X 

■^  X 

X 

Union  Carbide  Corp. 

X 
X 
X 

Telluride  Times 

Nucla/Naturita  Tele. 

X 

X 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

X 

Club  20 

X 

San  Miguel  Co.  Planning 

X 

D-4 


Workshop  Attendees 


NAME 

Michael  Moore 
Dan  Noble 
Ken  Norris 
John  F.  Peeso 
Bob  Perry 
C.  R.  Ponchak 
Charles  Pritchett 
Betty  Ragsdale 
Wil liam  Raley 
Paul  Redd 
Sam  Richards 
G.  C.  Ritter 
Troy  Rose 
Edward  Rosokowski 
Robert  Savath 
John  Schumacher 
R.  £.  Schwind 
Donald  G.  Strachan 
James  Suckla 
Mel  Swanson 
Bob  Taylor 
James  Thomas 
Tom  Tuossen 
Walter  Verner 
Roland  Warner 
Lark  L.  Washburn 
Dan  Woodard 
Frank  E.  Woodard 
Kim  Woynowskie 
George  Wyatt 
U.S.  Forest  Service 


(continued) 

REPRESENTING 

INVITED 

ATTENDED 

PARTICIPATED 

B-Mining  Company 

X 

X 

State  Senator,  Gist.  32 

X 

Colo-Ute  Electric  Assn. 

X 

Pioneer  Uravan  Inc. 

X 

Inca  Minerals  Corp. 

X 

X 

Pioneer  Uravan  InCc 

X 
X 

X 

Ranching 

X 

San  Miguel  Co.  Extension 

X 

Ranching 

X 

Ranching 

X 

Bendix  Field  Engineer 

X 

X 

V       < 

Grazing-Mining 

X 

X 

Sierra  Club 

X 

Mayor,  Telluride 

X 

Schumacher-Lloyd  Ventures 

X 

X 

Cotter  Corp. 

X 

X 

Houston  Oil  &  Minerals 

X 

X     i 

Rancher  (?) 

X 

Kel-Mine  Corp. 

X 

Taminco  Inc. 

X 

X 

Colo.  Open  Space  Council 

X 

I 

UCC 

X 

Nerda  Logging 

X 

i 

Plateau  Resources 

X 

Cleghorn  &  Washburn  Mining 

X 

San  Miguel  County  Comm. 

X 

X 

X 

Rajah  Ventures  Ltd. 

X 

X 

Cotter  Corp, 

X 

i 

Mayor,  Norwood 

X 

i 

Norwood  District 

X 

VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNIT  VdV^O^ J jjor^  Cb{\& 


Rating  Units 


Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  41=1 

Scenic  Quality    =j 
Rating  Unit(s): 


Desired 
Mgmt.  Class 


< 

UJ 
D. 

<■ 
O 

a 


<  o 


HP 


MP 


LP 


5 


14 


1 


i^tikrmiiJ] 


Final    Rating:      VC>UC-Y^<S^  , 

Rationale:  ^^fi^  j^r 'Ijig Tteirgfi  m2;c/vi^.gemeiAt:  C^fei-^  \A^m  Ji/t^yI  -b  t^.  ;^  t^->ter  i/vLrj^.- 


□ 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


ffl 
lis 


Low  Ratings 


^  **  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 


- —        -..  -  .     fr  'T  1-7  1  -v  «rf — i:. — r.  ;-r »_»- 

Desired 
Rating  Units                       Mgrnt,  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:1te 

p 

1 

Scemic  Quality          3 

HP 

2 

Rating  Unit(s):        < 

cu  r: 

MP' 

16 

.ANDSC; 
.OW 

LP 

2 

R 

* 

VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 


tttMiiilWiiiNVir'-i-r'-"-r'f'*-'? 


Final    Rating:       Mc^-^pATE  . 

Rationale;    (^5^  rxtiL^  IMA^(:   "MM  'pi-  nKtion-Akr. .) 


■  I 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category, 

f  (  'm  m  m  m 


Rating  Units 

Desired 
Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  #5 

Scenic  Quality 

_UES 
HIGH 

P 

HP 

Rating  Unit(s); 

\PE  VA 
MED. 

MP 

14 

LANDSC; 
LOW 

LP 

7 

R 

* 

VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


,,,,,,,.,^,,.-,|fi(S^ig:;gJg..... 

■Biliiiiiil 


Final   Rating:      MCTP^p^  ^ 

Rationale:   f^e^  n^\A^  UWU^  #1   -j^r  rxtTc?mic^ . ) 


a  = 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


m 


Low  Ratings 


**  See  Keversp  side  for  sijccific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 


I  '  I 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


Desired 
Rating  Units         Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  =iM   .  , 

Scenic  Qua! ity    ^ 

P 

HP 

1 

Rating  Unit(s}:   < 

o 

a.  5.: 

MP 

12 

to 

o 

<  0 

LP 

6 

R 

Final    Rating:      M^:^[^^^^. 

Rationale:   {^^5^  H^.tji^  LVWCt  #1   '(g>r  rK}C(0'{r3ikc) 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


iiiM 


Low  Ratings 


>  **     See  Reverse  side  for  specific  tvres  of  visual  chanqe  within  each  cateqory. 
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f 


# 


• 


4 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


Tr         1    .    r   ,     -T  ^ — z. 1   n^c ir".  .  t-  n- 

Desired 

Rating  Units                        Mgmt.  Class 

Workshop  Rating 

Unit:  tr5 
ywdh  Toyid  'ScAMn     ^ 

Scenic  Quality           3^ 

P 

HP 

*4 

Rating  Unit(s):        < 

Q 
LiJ  UJ 
(X  X 

MP 

13 

(J 
<  CD 

LP 

j^ 

R 

lHaiWWH->ffWll«»«.-iii«»vnrm.CT)fj^^jm 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-2 


iiiiiliiii 


,LF/V-1 


B 


mm' 


LF/V-2 


9 


1 


WST 


2 


ST 


PSj 


irtiirt/ifaitMi(Mtitfj*i>ta^AMftii»j| 


Final    Rating:       WV^yO^^^Ky^ 

Rationale:  J^a3fl_OaXn^  lATVut  #1  "[or  rTdlon-^Ai-.  ) 


□  = 

See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


.III 


Rating  Units 

Desired 
Mgmt,  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:1t=(^ 

-UES 
HIGH 

P 

Scenic  Quality 

HP 

Rating  Unit(s): 

< 

>■  • 

LU  LU 

Q-  x: 

MR- 

14 

LANDS  C/ 
1            LOW 

LP 

& 

R 

■ 

Final  Rating:  MC>0^\^/^ 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


""™*^'~^'^^'^"'"*"'°'°°'™™"'™'™'**™*'''™'*''~~~~~'~*~~TfT^  inmrm 

PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1 


** 


■!■"?■"!>'!' 


IF.illllllllllllll  I 


LF-2, 


illlliiil ' 

liiiiiiiiiiiisisiijiijl 


.LF/V-l 


m  ^. 


iiiiiii 


* 


mm^ 


LF/V-2 


5 


::*;:;:**< 


iii 


1 


•i|||pij|;i?ii!;i;|;t 


•itiM^£iiijiiij^^iidimmmmmt>!^i>i 


|-iiatBf<BHHHiltiW''frS'Aa!.';!iiii- 


V/ST 


ST 


1 


:     

^UVftiifeWl^iih'ii'iilrilltillt 


Rationale:  (^CG  r3^\v\/7^\KAAkk:  #1  •?a-  n^XX^AHike..) 


* 


] 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


I 


m 


Low  Ratings 


Jae  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 


c 


Rating  Units 

.     Desired 
Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  11^7 

_UES 
HIGH 

P 

1 

Scemc  Quality 

HP 

Rating  Unit(s): 

\P£  VA! 
MED. 

MP' 

\a 

LANDSC^ 
LOW 

LP 

\o 

R 

Final  Rating:  UOV^^J^^ 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


Rationale:  l^^m^  -^r  Vosivs^  S^sWdV7p\fY>0M^  C^i^ss3  \NOY^  eyev\h/\  ^.plrh  pi^ 


a/>^ ■kTW.'^Ulry]  Ai^^^  cytf'ice:  ^r^vw^l  ^i/vdA/v/lp^. f httA: -^tk^  Wo^cytk^^-  rTKk\v\//\  w^  mod 


^ 


J^YpprVKke-.  '\by\-W^  i/iIa^  Wj^A  af\  ^>vaAb^rrlir>^  wMin  tTt-te--  t/iiAxfe^^  rKkeA.  YYYr)ejnK^.  bij  piHi(^^ 


-pgLvte. 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings;    -  ilH  =   Low  Ratings 


**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNIT  Xb\a<'&^IVvpc  Cg^e. 


- -   ■ ■     r  v^  1"  1  — ■  «::y_.j: • .  ■     ,. . .  .  -r  1 ,  \^ 

Desired 
Rating  Units              '         Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:-1t^ 

ScerMc  Quality          3 

P 

HP 

5 

Rating  Unit(s):        < 

Q 
LU  UJ 

MP' 

lo 

.ANDSC; 
_0W 

LP 

6 

R 

■ 

PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1 


*• 


LF-2 


iiilil 


ftiiHiiiiiHilili^ilMi 


,LF/V-1 


1 


.TUTirrrri  ff\  iiin 


mim 


iipiP*l 


'liiiMmHM'm'idiMMiii^^ 


LF/V-2. 


vi'inmiii^n 


V/ST 


ST 


1 


i**^i! 


af\i^^tAtA>;i^i;i4^i;^j.Mi,M^ 


Final   Rating:      H^VTz-fi^^  - 

Rationale:   (^$ec  YlKk-iVwr^  U/^Axt   #1  -pC  r^CVu}^.) 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


MM 


Low  Ratings 


**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
_,,•     ■       '    -     ■  '  •        •        •        •' 


# 


PLANNING  UNIT  Cbbt^/U^n^  Cof^ 


Desired 


Rating  Units 

MgmL 

Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  =^.1=9 

_UES 
HIGH 

P 

Scenic  Qual ity 

HP 

1 

Rating  Unit(s): 

< 
>  • 

Q 

UJ  UJ 

CL  x: 

MP' 

13 

LANDSC; 
1             LOW 

LP 

7 

R 

VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


Final   Rating:      UOV'c^^^-f^:^^  ' 

Rationale:   (£ec  xrX\\/\/A  KhAhkkjAW  -(or  r^io^xb.) 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


See  Keverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNITj22k2tj^?/kf)g  ^T^O. 


Rating  Units 


Workshop  Rating 
Unit:1t^1^ 

Scenic  Qua! ity 
Rating  Unit(s): 


UJ 

< 

>• 

LiJ 

a. 
< 
o 

Q 


<  o 


Desired 
Mgmt  Class 


o 

UJ 


HP 


MP 


LP 


1 


£l 


12 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


Final   Rating:      M^PirjgAJE  . 


m(?5i' .^^pptT^pri'/xAx:.:^  ~p7>5grX  ^/\ '^ii^vuAh^^^  wj-'iV]  alf^r  \aaaxX-j^  ckKcuL  ywx}e//iKkf.  l9U)  ^r\:\cirmKK}^^^ 


*       LJ   =       High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings;  -    lilffl     =       Low  Ratings 

**     Set:  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual   chancie  within  each  category, 

.,  .f  .  ^  r      ■  #  •  •  • 


• 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNIT  Vo O'i^a / \-Of^  CoT^ 

Rating  Units 

Desired 

Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  #11 

_UES 
HIGH 

P 

Scenic  Qual ity 

HP 

1 

Rating  Unit(s): 

\PE  VA 
HED. 

MP' 

1Z 

LANDSD 
LOW 

LP 

8 

R 

SSSBKSKeKElBir^ 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 

1 


Final   Rating:      Wli^QB^/^.  ' 

Rationale:    fep  n^W/j  WV\k)C  11=1  -pr  rxU'OJAXl^.) 


** 


See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


.III 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


Desired 

Rating  Units         Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  11=12 

p 

Scenic  Quality     §  "^ 

HP 

1 

Rating  Un1t(s):   < 

UJ  LiJ 

HP 

r> 

.OW 

LP 

i<p 

R 

Final   Rating:       iXPW 


■:v;',|i'-'-  '^'-v*-/;'^!  ;■•■   -  -•■'■■  ■ 


mi(ai6iiiispiA 


Rat1onale:_^itjA^^_,:ibr._i:::teirc?rA^  m^KlTl^TpWI^vd;    CSItIIp^  VnA^^  e\^vUAj  ^p(;i:  i^.t3yN^8gt^    m^gKTdix--. 


k/vi^  1^/.  .I3Um  H^^.Of^cfi  '^f'aafm<^-\^^^  \y^o^jj^s^.  c^ -Vfc.  Y\a/w^Y??\A^lv^'Yu-^\arv^^  iVi 


Iaks  -gir??^  rrA7jdiVp.  jp^ter  i^^/vufe,.  itra±  J-^/v^  Uw  nd;m^  w^^  mo^l-  ^ippr/^priy^fe. 


□   =       High  Ratings; 


si 

V  .  I  '     I 


=   Moderate  Ratings; 

See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  vnthi 

r      •      •      • 


-  lili  =   Low  Ratings 
esch  category. 


# 


c 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


Rating  Units 

Desired 
Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:^l=13 

.UES 
HIGH 

P 

Scenic  Qual ity 

HP 

1 

Rating  Unit(s): 

< 
>  • 

D 
LU  UJ 

n.  x: 

MP 

5 

LANDSC^ 
LOW 

LP 

1(9 

R 

1 

(L 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1 


** 


.LF/V-l 


Silica 


LF/V-2 


iiiiiipaii^ 


Final   Rating:       \j^P\N 

RationaleiJgg^p/yg^prgfTr  II^'lT^ 


m 


yAmiMpwe^/^D  O^i^  v\ev^  ns^rl/i^     everh.^  ^^iz  \y^m:)eAA 


maie^/T^te  ikai\^.  ioA/.   &Lm  As^^^  C^VK "^jf^rmwL  -n^AA:  itixt  "occm/^^TT^  Vtg-  \iMrp  vsk^m^^^ 


~dx  vfeu-^i  fia1ia/H3;arL/^  iia  JtWs  :?in?7A.   nflxtJvr.  jz?  (pi^ngr  a^vute  jji-^A;  -th=;    Lew  oro'ia^  v\m,'g 


^ 


hioi^r  T^^'^cvyrKKko. 


*   CZl  =   High  Ratings;      HI  =   Moderate  Ratings;    -  IH  =   Low  Ratings 
'^'^     See  RoveriG  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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PLANNING  UNIT  D^bre^/UYi^  0?inp 

Rating  Units 


Desired 
Mgmt  Class 


Workshop  Rating 
Unit: -[hH 

ScerMc  Quality 
Rating  Unit(s): 


in  t-i 

Lu  re 


-J 


>     . 

Q 
UJ  liJ 

ex.  r: 

<c 

u 
(/) 

o 

«—     . — •• 

<  O 
_J  —I 


HP 


MP 


LP 


1 


&. 


1 


1 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1 


A* 


■iiiilii^illiiii 


iiiliilii 


LF-2 


liiiiiiliiiii 

i' 


11 


llllllll 


mmm 


inal   Rating:       Hlt^'H 


Ra 


,*?»• 

.^C™ 


-tA-; 


X-ii-i- 


Ulppi^r  £^^^^i0^4^ji^^7nSw't?-r,_zlinxA;  7A  hX^g'/i  s-x^V/wtj  waAA/A.  \)q  w\n^)^  -/K-^rppQ-f^f^. 


Hlqh  Rati; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


':c'  **  SeG  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 

«i     r  {  (  "    f  f  '  r  /   •   "^ 
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Desired 

Rating  Units                        Mgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:iM& 

p 

SceMc  Quality          3 

HP 

Rating  Unit(s):       < 

0 

UJ  UJ 

Mp- 

1-4- 

in 

Q 

LP 

7 

R 

'ISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


Final  Rating:  UOV^^^^J^'^. 

Rationale:  (^ce.  rif^wA  UMXt:  #  1  jbr  rjctoi^l/?.) 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  v-^ithin  each  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


Rating  Units 

Desired 
Mgmt,  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  -lt=16 

_UES 
HIGH 

P 

1 

Scenic  Quality 

HP 

2 

Rating  Unit(s): 

!\P£  VA 
MED. 

MP 

12 

LANDSCi 
]             LOW 

LP 

6 

R 

■ 

PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 
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Final   Rating:    \G  |Vk7PE|^E;    1(^^  Hl(^H;    1^1^  Hl(^H 

Rationale:_BaA±la;piMt:..Jl^pg3-3-^Sg  \A^r^^  ll^D  H-h^  Kigh  'm^/y\    h^r  rxJbfiA^ -JTO/y^  "H.^^. 


I]S^_i2 


in 


^>re^^ 


II 


Wiia/'  (^^^kgnxfci'm"  \.-vutln  no  •^^jjrov^,  Vi^HAyX  ir>in/cgiV:x/i-6"^^l^^x^dr 


-psmAiMi 


,y^1e{vt:  MX-xMISK.  \f7r\iK4>^  ^l-H-t/T^   ^7T>^/^./^^/^  -Hy 

*      LJ   "^      High  Ratings;  \mm    "      ModerHe  Ratings;  -    MSi     -       Low  Ratings 

**     See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual   change  within  each  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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PLANNING  UNIT  WY 
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Rating  Units 

Desired 
Hgmt  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:tl=17 
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HIGH 

P 

Scenic  Quality 

HP 

Rating  Unit(s): 

\PE  VAi 
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Mp- 

11 
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LP 
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R 

PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 
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Final   Rating:      [VkPPEJg^E  ^ 

Rationale:  '^^^V\/T^  f^r  V^jrodj  lAtoVT^ugOI/VY^VUb  (2i^{S^  \AAgYe  /IS^rli/)  Ov^>TAAi.i  ^pUt  t:pXlA/^^/l 
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High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  chanfje  within  each  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 
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Final   Rating:       U:7\A/ 
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High  Ratings; 
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.  1 


.Sgg  Reverse,  side  for  specific  types  of  visual^change  witfim  each  catiRgory. 


-' — ■ — — — t— — -— 
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Final   Rating:      V.O\[\l 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


savnasiKUJJTT 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


Rationale:  (^doe   n±\V\/7\  IWU:^ -JM  -j^r  'nf^OVU.ir.) 


High  Ratings; 


iu;:!;*^. 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UN: 


Rating  Units 

Desired 
Mgint.  Class  ' 

Workshop  Rating 
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PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY*  IJ 
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□ 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


li'liiillili-'lJ 


Low  Ratings 


**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  iiiagnitude  of  landscape  r^odification  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNIT  \^\Qr€y3/ lOre>  CzN^ 

Rating  Units  


Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  i'rZ-l 

Scenic  Quality  5_ 

Rating  Unit(s): 
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Mgmt.  Class  ' 
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PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 
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Final  Rating:  Y^N 


Rationale  \  J^nJ3S^mj[hy!J}i^k^^^:^^^ 


□ 


ligh  Ratings; 


El 


Moderate  Ratings;      \Mi      =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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PLANNING  UNIT  Wi0r&5/lore>  Cbr^^  PARTICIPANT   RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


Rating  Units 
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Mgmt,  Class 
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Final    Rating:       VjCAN 
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*   L_]  =   High  Ratings;      L-^^:':!  =   Moderate  Ratings;      UM     -       Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of'  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNIT  \^acey3JVope  Co{)e^ 


Rating  Units 


Desired 
Mgifit.  Class 


Workshop  Rating 
Unit:=tl^25 

Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit(s): 


3: 

CD 


HP 


1/1 


c 

LU   LU 

c^.n    MP 

•a.  - 

(_) 

CO 

D 


1 


cC  O 


LP 


1<^ 


^ 


Iff" rrrmnv^-'^T""' ■""'">  r,.,H.Lr^i„.....  i..i,iir.Mi  i,...i.BMii,..jniiMrnMrii.ii.Miiit»,iiiiMii«^JJirinimMiiMiTiiHiiiiiwiimMMinii'iiiiMi«» 
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Final    Rating:       H1(^H 
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Moderate  Ratings; 


Ea 


High  Ratings; 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 


Low  Ratings 


4  **^  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category, 
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PLANNING  UNIT  \}D\a<^3/ 
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Rating  Units 
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Mgmt,  Class  ■ 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:#Z4 
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HP 
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Rating  Unit(s): 
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R 

VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


Final    Rating:        jj^TsAf 


PARTICIPANT   RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 
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High  Ratings;  [^M^]    =       Moderate  Ratings;  WM.      =       Low  Ratings 

**     See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of'  visual   change  within  each  category, 

*■**  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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Final    Rating:      M^PEJ^^^jl^ 

Rationale:  pk/rKri p?U/d7   r^'lA^3  'j^^r    CfelJ-e^l  'f^7U.4A7U7pW)eiAl7 
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*   1   ,1  =   High  Ratings;      Li|:;:-;|  =   Moderate  Ratings;      liiliii  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
,  ***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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Final  Rating:  2^„U2W;„2fe^Hl<^H ;  2^1?  M<::^PEl^A[1E 

Rationale:  ^xkji ^A^p -ft'r  ^f\Au^  [/.AAXb  WG^re  -$pUA;  t:yAv\;a-'w\  morh^nAtx-.  txaaA.  Jew.  pl4Tl  Are;^  ^fee 
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I   1  =   High  RatirVgs;       wM    =       Moderate  Ratings; 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 

***  Relative  magnitude  of  'andscape  mocification  category. 
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H«  Visual  change  by  tms  type  u. 
strong  negative  reaction. 

M.  Visual  change  by  this  type  of  activity  would  cause  a; 
^   „„j^.,:,  +  a  nonative  reaction. 


SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  management  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.   Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative. 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY 


^ 


In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or^_ 
group  has  about  visual  resource  management  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specinc 
projects,  lands  or   issues  can  be  addressed.   Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative. 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  management  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or   issues  can  be  addressed.  Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative. 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  management  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.  Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative. 
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Mr.    Doaley   M.    Lotvedt 

Area  Mariager 

San  Miguel  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1269 

Montrose,  Colorado   81401 

Dear  Sir: 


We  appreciate  your  letter  concerning  the  Visual 
Resource  Management  K'orkshop  to  be  held  on  March  9th 
at  the  San  Miguel  Power  Building  in  Nucla.   Although 
v:e  do  not  fully  understand  the  intent  or  purpose  of  the 
workshop,  we  would  like  to  be  able  to  attend.   However, 
I  have  severe  conflict  that  would  not  be  able  to  change 
so  will  be  absent  fro-  that  -acting. 

Even  though  I  do  net  understand  the  purpose  of  the 
workshop  and  the  kind  of  ccri.~ents  and  decisicns  r.ade  as 
a  result  of  it,  I  sense  that  it  could  be  v^ry  ir.portant 
to  users  of  the  Federal  lands  and  vrould  like  to  be  -ore 


fully  infoi 
workshop . 


l1  purpose  and  scope  of  this 


if  this  is  to  be  a  s?~pling 
to  what  thev  consider  is  aestheti 
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not?   Or  ways  to  accc-plish 
lands  would  lik.e  to  acc' 
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-ricus  users  of  t/.e  public 
iisn  in  sucn  a  way  tii^t  it  is  least 
harmful  to  certain  aesthetical  qualities.  As   1  a-  sure  you 
understand,  tr.  =  re  is  a  great  deal  of  variety  in  w'nat  dirferent 
pc::ple  think  is  beautiful.   Beauty  really  is  "in  the  eye  of 
the  beholder".   A  fairly  eocd  cy.:L_-plC  that  sVicrs  r.y  outlook 
is  the  Naturita  Burn  which  \7as  reseeded  and  is  nc".7  heavily 
covered  with  erass.   This  area  nc:.-  is  a  terrific  •.■:ater  shed 


area. 
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-;iaybe  not  a  century.   V,'a  cranot  continue  to  support  a 
xarger  and  larger  entity  of  non-producing  components  in  our 
society.   T'nat   is  we  cannot  maintain  our  presant  standard 
of  living  and  continually  take  land  out  of  production  and 
produce  jobs  and  organizations  \.-hich  do  nothing  to  actually 
increase  tna  standard  of  living  and  vail  being  of  those  v:ho 
live  on  this  earth.   ::anage~ant,  allocation  of  resources  are 
important  and  it  is  i-portant  that  they  be  nianaged  for  a 
long  term.   But  non-productive  -anageiaent  is  of  no  better 
value  than  no  managenent  at  all.   Of  course,  in  our  particular 
area  of  int£rest/v^•e  think  ve  are  dealing  with  renewable 
resources  tnat  can  be  -anaged  to  produce  continual  and 
increasing  an.ounts  of  forage  which  in  turn  should  produce 
increasing  an:ounts  of  fccxd.   Going  back  to  the  Naturita  Burn, 
the  results  of  that  burn  will  produce  literally  thousands 
of  pounds  of  high  quality  food  to  feed  the  every  growing 
population  of  the  world.   In  its  prior  state  it  had  little 
capacity  to  contribute  positively  to  the  food  production  needs 
or  the  water  conservation  needs  and  only  linitedly  supplied 
wild  life  needs. 

Again,  cy  conrr.ents  are  e::pre3sed  without  the  proper 
knowledge  of  the  scope  and  ter::.s  that  you  will  be  considering 
in  your  work.shop.  Please  keep  us  inforrr.ed  as  to  the  work 
of  the  workshop  and  how  the  v.-orkshop '  s  acEivities  will  relate 
to  our  activities  on  Federal  lands. 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  management  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.  Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative. 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  management  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.  Indicate  on  the  bgse  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a^c^orf&^-je^ler/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative.    ^    ■  CU 
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Moderate  ratings  were  generally  confined  to  the  eastern  portion  of  the  study 
area;  east  of  a  line  running  north  and  south  through  Nucla.  Only  5  units  west 
of  this  line  received  Moderate  ratings.  These  are  Long  Park  #25,  Carpenter 
Ridge,  #24,  Dry  Creek  #17,  Naturita  Ridge  #10,  and  the  upper  slopes  bordering 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service  along  the  northern  boundary,  #8. 

Low  ratings  were  entirely  confined  to  the  west  of  the  N-S  line  that  runs 
through  Nucla.  This  is  also  the  portion  of  the  Resource  Area  that  contains 
most  of  the  units  with  High  ratings  and,  as  the  ratings  would  indicate,  an 
area  of  high  diversity.  Most  of  the  units  rating  Low  can  be  characterized  as 
being  either  rugged  canyon  lands  or  ridges  and  arid  broad  valleys. 

Analysis  and  summary  sheets  for  each  rating  unit  are  located  at  the  end  of 
the  section  followed  by  participant  narratives  on  specific  issues  or  projects 
of  concern  to  them. 

Final  Visual  Sensitivity 

Approximately  25  percent  of  the  Resource  Area  resulted  in  a  final  visual 
sensitivity  rating  of  High.  This  was  largely  the  .result  of  high  user  attitudes 
occurring  simultaneously  with  high  use  volume  such  as  the  Dolores  River  Canyon, 
portions  of  the  San  Miquel  River  Canyon  and  the  ridges  enclosing  Paradox  Valley. 
High  overall  ratings  also  resulted  from  the  combination  of  Moderate  user 
attitudes  and  High  use  volume  such  as  the  upper  central  portion'of  the  Resource 
Area  including  Mailbox  Park,  Broad  Canyon,  and  flaturite  Ridge.  Upper  Dis- 
appointment Valley  also  resulted  in  a  high  rating  due  to  the  combination  of 
High  user  attitudes  and  floderate  use  volume. 
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Nearly  50  percent  of  the  Resource  Area  resulted  in  a  final  sensitivity  rating 
of  Moderate,  largely  through  the  combination  of  High  use  volume  and  Low  user 
attitudes.  This  combination  occurred  primarily  in  the  central  and  southwest 
portions  of  the  Resource  Area.  A  very   large  block  of  Moderate  land  running 
south  from  the  Uncompahgre  National  Forest  including  south  of  Norward  was  the 
combination  of  Moderate  use  volume  and  Moderate  user  attitudes.  Most  of  the 
rest  of  the  Moderate  sensitivity  lands  were  the  result  of  Moderate  user 
attitudes  in  combination  with  lands  unseen  from  any  key  observation  points. 
These  were  largely  the  upland  areas  adjacent  to  canyons  which  occurred  in  the 
eastern  and  northwestern  portions  of  the  Resource  Area. 

Approximately  25  percent  of  the  lands  resulted  in  a  Low  final  sensitivity  rating 
and  were  largely  the  result  of  Low  user  attitudes  in  combination  with  Low  use 
volume  (seldom  seen)  areas.  This  situation  occurred  throughout  the  canyon 
country  of  the  western  portion  of  the  study  area.  A  relatively  large  block 
of  land  in  Disappointment  Valley  was  the  result  of  Low  user  attitudes  and 
Moderate  use  volume. 

DiSTATCE  Zones 

Approximately  40  percent  of  the  land  in  the  San  Miguel  Resource  Area  falls 
within  the  Foreground-Middleground  Zone  of  Key  Observation  Points  (see  Table 
1  ).  Virtually  all  the  landscape  types  found  within  this  Resource  Area  are 
included  in  this  zone.  From  the  Norwood-Dolores  Road  and  Highway  62  upland 
conifer-aspen  lands  are  seen;  from  Highway  145  the  San  Miguel  River  Canyon  is 
seen;  from  Highway  145  and  141  farming  land  is  crossed;  from  Highway  141  in 
the  southcentral  portion  of  the  Resource  Area  arid  valleys  and  ridges  are 
seen  in  the  foreground;  and  from  the  Dolores  River  the  arid  rock  canyons  of 
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the  western  portion  of  the  study  area  can  be  seen  first-hand.  These  land- 
scapes range  from  highly  scenic  and  natural  to  highly  altered  and/or  un- 
interesting. 

Only  about  10  percent  of  the  land  is  located  in  the  Background  Zone.  These 
are  primarily  prominant  ridges  or  mesas  seen  from  distant  observation  points. 
These  lands  also  tend  to  be  scattered  throughout  the  Resource  Area  in  small 
blocks.  One  notable  exception  is  a  large  block  of  Background  Zone  land  which 
is  located  near  the  center  of  the  Resource  Area  and  includes  portions  of 
Dry  Creek  Basin  and  Big  Gypsum  Valley. 

Because  of  the  many  mesa,  ridge  and  canyon  landforms  that  restrict  visibility, 
combined  with  the  relatively  few  key  observation  points,  nearly  50  percent  of 
the  land  is  Seldom  Seen.  These  lands  occur  in  large  blocks  of  many  square 
miles  throughout  the  Resource  Area. 
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